Review Essay The Cold War: What D o "We Now Know"? MELVYN P. LEFFLER DURING THE LAST FEW YEARS, we have had a spate of important new books, articles, and essays reinterpreting the Cold War. Many of them have been based on new documents and memoirs from the former Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China as well as from European governments on both sides of the Iron Curtain. The books are provocative and insightful. They focus attention on the role of ideology and the importance of culture. They illuminate the complex interactions within the American and Soviet "empires." They assess the influence of small powers as well as highlight the strength of the two superpowers. They add greatly to our understanding of such key events in the Cold War as the Marshall Plan, the Korean War, and the Cuban missile crisis. They demonstrate the importance of individual leaders like Joseph Stalin and Mao Zedong, but they also highlight contingency and inadvertence. They suggest that we have to think more deeply about the connections between power, culture, and political economy as well as the linkages between beliefs, perceptions, and behavior. None of this can be done without appreciating the interaction between national decision-making and the evolution of the international system.
The object of this essay is to review some of the most important new scholarship, and to argue that the new evidence and the new writings do not leave us with a clear and unambiguous view of the Cold War. Although the most important and most influential of the new books is entitled We Now Know, my own view is much more m0dest.l Recent books provide us with new information, fresh insights, and provocative argumentation. Sometimes, they revive old controversies; at other times, they reconfigure these controversies in fascinating and unexpected ways. But what is striking is the extent to which the new scholarship leaves itself open to diverse conclusions.
It is striking, but not surprising. As students of international history weave more and more factors into their narratives-as they take ideas, values, language, and culture more seriously,2 as they think about race and gender,' as they probe proponent of a school of interpretation called post-revision ism.^^ In contrast to revisionists, who had focused considerable attention on U.S. economic motives and who assigned the United States a share of responsibility for the Cold War, Gaddis stressed the importance of geopolitics and power balances. American officials, he believed, were not seeking economic gain. Constrained by domestic politics, hamstrung by bureaucratic imperatives, and preoccupied with correlations of power in the international system, they sought to contain Soviet influence and Communist power. In so doing, Gaddis acknowledged, the United States established its own empire, but it was an empire of liberty, an empire of diversity, an empire that allowed for the exercise of autonomy by allies who were happy to be part of it. Overall, Gaddis spent rather little time talking about ideas or assigning blame. He held the Soviet Union primarily responsible for the Cold War, but he did not dwell on this matter. In Gaddis's view, however, Stalin, an authoritarian leader, had the flexibility to act more rationally and behave more discreetly within his own sphere of influence. U.S. officials, in contrast, could not be expected to act quite so rationally because of the pressures emanating from democratic politics in a pluralist system.12
What is so distinctive about Gaddis's new book is the extent to which he abandons post-revisionism and returns to a more traditional interpretation of the Cold War. In unequivocal terms, he blames the Cold War on Stalin's personality, on authoritarian government, and on Communist ideology. As long as Stalin was running the Soviet Union, "a cold war was unavoidable." He waged cold wars incessantly: within the international system, within his alliances, within his country, within his party, within his personal entourage, [and] even within his family." "It took men," says Gaddis, "responding unpredictably to circumstances, to forge the chain of c,ausation [leading to the Cold War]; and it took one man in particular, responding predictably to his own authoritarian, paranoid, and narcissistic predisposition, to lock it into place." 13 Stalin was what he was because he was an ideologue, a particular sort of ideologue, a Marxist-Leninist. We now know, writes Gaddis, that ideology "often determined" the behavior of such regimes. Ideology was not simply a rationale or a justification but a source of behavior and a point of reference for understanding the world. Most important, stresses Gaddis, Stalin was a revolutionary. "He never gave up on the idea of an eventual world revolution, but he expected this to result . . . from an expansion of influence emanating from the Soviet Union itself." More ominous still was the fact that Stalin fused Marxist internationalism with czarist imperialism. We now know, says Gaddis, that Stalin did not have limited ambitions, "only that he had no timetable for achieving them."'"
Without closely examining Stalin's actions, Gaddis chooses to look at the structure of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe and finds it distinctively different from the American empire. Here, he borrows from his former writings and extrapolates themes first argued by the Norwegian scholar Geir Lundestad.15 The Soviet empire was imposed from without; it was brutal, totalitarian, and ideologically driven. The empire was circumscribed only by Stalin's own perception of risk. In contrast, the empire established by the United States in Western Europe was a matter of invitation. It came about belatedly, only as other nations felt threatened and as the United States felt increasingly endangered. The source of American action was its feeling of vulnerability, a vulnerability emanating from fear of another Pearl Harbor. Nonetheless, the United States struggled to overcome its sense of vulnerability and defined its safety in multilateral terms of common security. The Cold War developed "when it became clear that Stalin either could not or would not accept this framework." Therefore, we now know that "the American empire arose primarily, not from internal causes, as had the Soviet empire, but from a perceived external danger powerful enough to overcome American isolationism."16 Whereas in Gaddis's early work, democratic pluralism was a complicating factor hindering effective policymaking, it emerges in his new book as one of the great attributes of the American empire. The "habits of democracy" encouraged compromise with allies and conciliation toward defeated enemies. In implementing the Marshall Plan, forming NATO, and designing military strategy, U.S. officials were "flexible enough to accept and build upon ideas that came from allies; they also frequently let allies determine the timing of actions taken." The result was that the French, British, and other West Europeans "came to feel that they had a stake in what Washington was doing despite the fact that it amounted to their own incorporation within an American sphere of influence." In fact, we now know that all the key American initiatives in Germany were improvisations suggested by allies or responses to Stalin's threatening behavior. The United States had no grand design.17
But it had market capitalism, and this was a key factor in determining the outcome of the Cold War. We now know that Stalin postulated another crisis in world capitalism and anticipated an intracapitalist conflict. He could be prudent and cautious as well as risky and opportunistic because in the long run Stalin knew that there would be another crash and another war, most probably between the British and the Americans. But while Stalin rejected the Bretton Woods accords and sought to isolate his sphere from the European Recovery Program, the Americans brilliantly improvised, wove together the best features of Bretton Woods and the Marshall Plan, engineered the recovery of West Germany and Japan, and allowed independent centers of power to flourish within its empire. Americans wagered that their system of democratic capitalism would serve as a magnet, and they were right.l" According to Gaddis, one of the great lessons to be learned from Cold War history is that power is multidimensional. The Soviets thought in terms of missiles, warheads, and tanks, and sometimes the Americans did as well. But Presidents Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower, and their advisers, were especially shrewd in grasping that nuclear weapons were unusable in war as well as in diplomacy. Although the United States foolishly multiplied its arsenal, the strategy of massive retaliation was really designed to deter all conflict. Chairman Nikita Khrushchev, however, took the balance of military power more seriously, became ensnared in the arms race, and sought to enhance the influence, prestige, and power of the Soviet Union by excelling in the military realm. The Americans were duped into thinking that military might really mattered and foolishly exaggerated Soviet strength, thereby prolonging the Cold War far beyond its necessary time. In truth, says Gaddis, the bipolar configuration of power was over long before anyone realized it. The Soviets had only military power, and this was of little use in competition with an ideological system and political economy as resilient and appealing as democratic capitalism.19
Contemporaries, however, did not realize this truth, and hence the Cold War was fought on the periphery for no good reason whatsoever. Here, the United States often erred, but its errors were understandable, as officals in Washington simply sought to contain the outward thrusts of Soviet power. Gaddis employs a "hydraulic" theory of geopolitics: dams built and dikes bolstered simply diverted one Soviet expansionist thrust after another to a different location. Thwarted in Europe by the Marshall Plan, Stalin turned his attention to Asia. "He had never abandoned his commitment to world revolution." After initially equivocating in his support for the Chinese revolution, Stalin embraced Mao. "What is striking about Stalin's conversations with his new Chinese allies," writes Gaddis, "is the emotion-even the sentimentality-they reflect. It is almost as if the aging dictator saw, in Mao's victory, a yicarious return to his own revolutionary yo~th."~O The new evidence, argues Gaddis, demonstrates much closer ties between Stalin, Mao, Kim I1 Sung, and Ho Chi Minh than we previously imagined. There was no communist monolith controlled by Moscow, "but there was a common sense of ideological euphoria-a conviction that the forces of history were on their side-which very much influenced" their actions.21 Although Stalin previously had discouraged Kim's desire to attack South Korea, he reversed himself in early 1950. Believing that the Truman administration would not interfere in Korea, Stalin unveiled his instinctive opportunism to spread revolution. Mao, says Gaddis, was a willing accomplice. Indeed, we now supposedly know that Mao was inclined to intervene from the outset of the Korean conflict and was waiting for a propitious opportunity. He was certainly eager to support his communist friends in Indochina against the French, so why not drive the American imperialists out of Korea as Revolutionary romanticism, Gaddis tells us, was a common characteristic of the leaders in the Kremlin. Just as it inspired Stalin's adventurism in Korea, it impelled Khrushchev twelve years later to deploy intermediate and tactical nuclear weapons '"addis, into Cuba. Gaddis says the new evidence makes it clear that Khrushchev acted to save Fidel Castro's revolution from a prospective intervention by the United States. "The Soviet leader gave first priority to defending Cuba; the strategic balance was, for him, an important but secondary consideration." Although this hierarchy of motives might seem surprising, it fits perfectly into Gaddis's overall interpretive framework: in Cuba, as elsewhere, "Marxism-Leninism produced more romanticism than realism."23
We now know, according to Gaddis, that capitalist democracies are not only more peace-loving and more productive but also more realistic in the making of their foreign policy. The swirl of democratic politics, the checks and balances of parliamentary government and legislative-executive relations, and the exigencies imposed by free markets inject prudence and compromise into the making of foreign policy and the conduct of diplomacy. Authoritarian regimes, subject to the whims of single leaders, are more prone to arbitrary, adventurist, and self-defeating b e h a~i o r . 2~
Contemporaries understood the superiority of capitalist democracies. Gaddis says that historians in the past have been reluctant to label the Cold War as a struggle between good and evil, but people living at the time grasped this essential truth. In an arresting conclusion, Gaddis declares that "many people saw the Cold War as a contest of good versus evil." When they could, they fled from Soviet armies and from the Kremlin's puppet regimes. Raped by Russian soldiers, starved by wreckless agricultural and economic policies, and spiritually eviscerated by heartless regimes, peoples living under communist governments yearned for change. In contrast, democracies manifested generosity and wisdom, nurtured individuality and economic growth. The outcome of the Cold War, therefore, was largely preordained by the superiority of democratic capitalism in providing for people's material and spiritual needs. Gaddis concludes: civility on one side and its absence on the other played an enormous role in shaping the course of events. The rapes in [Germany] dramatized differences between Soviet authoritarianism and American democracy in ways that could hardly have been more direct. Social history, even gender history, intersected with humanity to make diplomatic history. What this suggests, then, is that historians of the Cold War need to look quite carefully at what those who saw distinctions between good and evil thouglzt and did about them. For when people vote with their feet, it generally means that they have ideas in their minds. But to understand these, we have to take seriously what they at tlze time believed.25 I have taken time to summarize Gaddis's themes at length because he is the preeminent historian of the Cold War, and he is providing a new master narrative to serve as a framework for interpreting the new documents, digesting the new literature, and understanding the framework of international relations for much of the second half of the twentieth century. Gaddis writes with an encyclopedic knowledge of events. He has a probing intellect, an ability to identify core issues, a feel for the illuminating detail, a sense of irony, a penchant for memorable metaphors. Moreover, Gaddis's advice to take ideas seriously, look carefully at the conditions and aspirations of common people, and examine the impact of culture provides avenues for linking the history of international relations to important historiographical trends in other subdisciplines. Stalin's personality and its ideological underpinnings is also the major theme of Vojtech Mastny's prize-winning book, The Cold War and Soliet Insecul-ity (1996) . Domestic considerations and Communist ideology dictated Soviet behavior. Beliefs and principles, Mastny emphasizes, must be taken seriously. Although Mastny does not quite clarify which beliefs and principles must be taken most seriously, he suggests that most fundamental was the Bolsheviks' belief that "the outside world remained implacably hostile." Lenin, Stalin, and their co-conspirators knew that their regime was not an expression of popular will. They grasped the vulnerability of their rule. Stalin's major preoccupation was preserving his autocratic power. 1939 -1979 (Princeton, N.J., 1994 , 65-100. " Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War, 77. argues that Stalin purposely conjured foreign threats in order to cement his rule at home.31 Yet Mastny's focus on the insecurity of Soviet leaders leads to a different characterization of Soviet foreign policy than that found in Gaddis's volume. "Despite Stalin's ideological dedication," Mastny stresses, "revolution was for him a means to power rather than a goal in itself." Stalin and his comrades were interested primarily in preserving their regime and their power inside the Soviet Union. Rather than being adventurous or romantic, they were innately cautious. "Only in response to the rising German threat [in the 1930~1 did Stalin develop the concept of an empire as an operational goal related to security," writes Mastny. Much as he looked for evidence of Stalin's design to impose communist governments on his neighbors at the end of the war, Mastny could not find any. "Nowhere beyond what Moscow considered the Soviet borders did its policies foresee the establishment of communist regimes."32 For Mastny, ideology did not dictate an offensive, expansionist, revolutionary foreign policy. Nor in Zubok and Pleshakov's view did ideology mean the promotion of revolution. At the end of World War 11, they stress, Stalin had no master plan, no design to foment insurrection or to establish a communist empire. He was a paranoid schemer, a cautious expansionist, a risk-averse opportunist, a brutal dictator, but, in the view of Zubok and Pleshakov, he was not a "revolutionary romanticist." "Stalin was the first statesman to grasp the notion that promoting world revolution was not a goal in and of itself, but rather that it p r~v i d e d the rationale for building a strong Soviet Union." "Stalin," they write, "knew all too well that once a revolutionary leader becomes a state potentate, he acts according to geopolitical realities, national conditions, the logic of power itself."33
In fact, the theme of realpolitik runs through a great number of the recent books and articles on the Cold War, a point that the reader of Gaddis's volume alone would not know. This is apparent in the analyses of one of the most intriguing subjects of recent Cold War scholarship: the relationship between Mao and Stalin. We now do know, as Gaddis argues, that the relationship between the two men was much closer than previously assumed. We now do know that, during the late 1930s and 1940s, there was ongoing, almost continuous communication between the Chinese Communists and the Kremlin. We now do know that Mao looked to Stalin for advice, support, and a model for communist d e~e l o p r n e n t .~~ But it is far from clear that revolutionary romanticism or ideological fervor dictated either man's foreign policy. In a fascinating study of Mao's and Stalin's foreign policy actions up to and including the Korean War, Sergei Goncharov, John Lewis, and Xue Litai conclude:
Vojtech Mastny, The Colcl War ancl Soviet Inseczlriy: The Stalin Years (New York, 1996), esp. 3-5, 11, 24. 191; see Kennan's "Long Telegram," George F. Kennan, Memoirs, Vol. 1: 1925 -1950 (New York, 1967 32 Mastny, Cold War and Soviet In.recurity, 12, 15, 21. Ideology, we find, played a secondary role, despite the apparent similarities between their socioeconomic systems, bureaucratic doctrines. Kafkaesque institutions; and avowed adherence to Marxism-Leninism. On the surface, ideology served as an important link during the creation of the alliance and on some later occasions, but again the documents deflate ideology's significance. This is not to discount the significance of ideology on the foreign policies of the two nations altogether but simply to suggest that it carried far less weight than other facets of the essential dynarnics shaping their foreign policy decision^.^^ Since Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue published their study in 1993, much more information has come to light, especially with respect to the causes of the Korean War. Chen Jian, Shu Guang Zllang, Alexandre Y. Mansourov, and Kathryn Weathersby have examined with great care the complicated motives and actions prompting the behavioi of Stalin and M a~.~" n his introduction to Mcio's Military Ror?zanticisrn, Zhang says that it is necessary to use a cultural approach to grasp Chinese actions during the Korean War. The Chinese, he says, were not merely responding to perceptions of their security. We need to see how "aspirations, attitudes, beliefs, desires, idealism, sentimentality, and other 'manifestations of human consciousness' shaped the actions of Chinese revolutionary leaders."37
Yet, in the analysis leading up to the actual Chinese intervention, Zhang stresses that, "Given their abiding fear that the US might take provocative action either from the Korean peninsula, the Talwan Strait, or Indochina, the Chinese communists viewed the American armed intervention in Koiea as strong evidence of US hostility toward China." In a typical comment on August 4, 1950, prior to the successful American invasion of Inchon, Mao told his comrades, "If the US imperialists win [the war in Korea], they may get so dizzy with success that they may thieaten us. We therefore must come to [North] Korea's aid and intervene in the name of a tiolunteer army, although we will select the best timing [to do so]." And although it is not Zhang's intention to illustrate the defensive orientation of Mao's actions in Indochina, his evidence does not lend support to Gaddis's extrapolation of military romanticism on behalf of international comn~unist revolution. Zhang shows that many factors shaped Mao's thinking-tradition and suspicion as well as revolutionary fervor-and not least his desire to safeguard his revolution and thwart his enemies at home and abroad. His support of Ho, for example, stemmed, at least in part, from his perception that Vietnamese colnmunist control of a buffer zone along the border would enhance the PRC's security.j8 Chinese Communist assumptions about the intractable hostility of capitalist powers were inextricably interwoven with their perception of national interest and their desire to safeguard the revolution that they had pulled off against unlikely odds. In a multinational history of the Korean War, William Stueck writes that "Mao's revolutionary ideology joined with his commitment to his nation's traditional conception of itself as the 'Middle Kingdom.' " In the spring of 1950, prior to the outbreak of war in Korea, Mao had mixed goals: he wanted to seize Taiwan, eradicate Chinese Nationalist strongholds on his periphery, and project his influence into Korea and Indochina. Whether he would intervene in a prospective war in Korea appears entirely contingent. In a point elided by Gaddis, Stueck emphasizes that it was American action in October and November 1950 that precipitated the wider conflict. "Rather than deterring the Chinese, U.S. aggressiveness provoked them." U.S. officials did not intend to intervene in China, but the "course they pursued," argues Stueck, "gave Mao reason to suspect o t h e r~i s e . "~~ Michael Hunt goes somewhat further in highlighting contingency and denying the saliency of Communist ideology in Mao's actions. In his thoughtful and finely textured account of Chinese Communist foreign policy, Hunt contends that, although Mao "took Marxist-Leninist theory seriously and paid tuition as a dutiful student of the lessons that the Soviet ideological system had to teach," he "refused to bind his policy to a fixed d~c t r i n e . "~~ Most of Mao's comrades did not want to intervene in the Korean conflict, and Mao himself wavered. When General Douglas MacArthur ordered UN troops to the Yalu River, Hunt stresses, W.S. actions forced Mao to stop eq~ivocating.~' Mao's thinking, according to Hunt, "consisted of multiple strands twisted uneasily together, and his explicitly experimental style gave considerable play to combining ideas in different patterns as he faced changing circumstances." Chinese Communist foreign policy, in other words, was a potpourri of many traditions and clashing sentiments. "Though a socialist nation was to arise where a Confucian empire once stood, the old dreams of cultural glory and political dominance in Asia and the traditional hostility toward equal state relations and broad international contacts seemed to live on." Beijing may have seemed like an inflexible and dangerous ideologue, but Hunt's reading of the recent documents leads him to the conclusion that Marxist-Leninist ideology "has been one source for policy and that, as a source, it can sustain not one policy but a wide variety of them."42
Beliefs must be taken seriously, as Gaddis instructs us, but the beliefs are more to say as well, "CCP leaders also believed that standing by their Vietnamese comrades would serve their goal of safeguarding China's security interests." The safety of the "Central Kingdom" "could not be properly maintained if its neighboring areas fell into the hands of 'hostile' barbarian forces." See Chen, China's Road to the Korean War, 104. Looking at similar documents, Qiang Zhai ranks the factors somewhat differently. A combination "of geopolitical, historical: and ideological factors," he writes, "determined Beijing's decision to intervene in the Korean fighting. Concern with China's security constituted the primary motive." Zhai, The Dragon, the Lion, and the Eagle: Chinese-British-American Relations, 1949 -1955 (Kent, Ohio, 1994 42 Hunt, Genesis of Chinese Commzlnist Foreign Policy, 210, [4] [5] comprehensive and ambiguous than those encapsulated by Marxism-Leninism. After studying many new Chinese and Russian documents, Odd Arne Westad has decided that ideology is far more important than he thought it was when he first started his research on foreign intervention in the Chinese civil war. But, he admonishes, "it is necessary to establish a wider and more useful definition of ideology, encompassing not only a written tradition of authoritative texts and their exegesis but also credenda formed by personal and historical experience. In the case of the Soviet foreign policy elite, such a definition would cover Marxism (primarily in its Stalinist form) as well as the Soviet experience in international affairs and Russian traditional perceptions of themselves and others."43
In their study of the Kremlin's foreign policies from Stalin through Khrushchev, Zubok and Pleshakov employ this insight. Russia, they insist, "represented not only a nation but also a distinctive imperial civilization . . . Russian communists simply could not break with the imperial mode of thinking." Indeed, their faith in redemption through revolution blended with traditional Russian messianism and the Orthodox Church's stress on justice. Hence Zubok and Pleshakov use the revolutionary/imperial paradigm as a framework for encapsulating the different impulses that they see motivating Soviet foreign This paradigm undergirds some of Gaddis's analysis, but it is used more adroitly by Zubok and Pleshakov because they are less intent on finding revolutionary fervor behind all of the Kremlin's actions.
Yet even the imperial/revolutionary paradigm founders on complexity. Zubok and Pleshakov acknowledge this in their concluding postmortem. Throughout their book, they have stressed the twin pillars of empire and revolution to explain the course of Soviet foreign policy. But the logic of the evidence, they seem to admit, now forces them to focus on a third factor: "the policies of the West, primarily the United States." At the end of the war, they contend, Stalin grasped the Soviet Union's relative weakness. He understood that there was much to gain from a continuation of the wartime alliance, not the least important of which were American loans and reparations from the western zones of Germany. "Notwithstanding his reputation as a ruthless tyrant," Stalin "was not prepared to take a course of unbridled unilateral expansionism after World War 11. He wanted to avoid confrontation with the West. He was even ready to see cooperation with the Western powers as a preferable way of building his influence and solving contentious international issues. Thus, the Cold War was not his choice or his brainchild."4s
This conclusion seems to depart dramatically from Gaddis's views. In fact, Zubok and Pleshakov stridently assert that "Stalin's postwar foreign policy was more defensive, reactive, and prudent than it was the fulfillment of a master plan."46 Stalin was reacting to the death of President Franklin D. Roosevelt, the ostensibly more bellicose diplomacy of Truman, the apparent American employment of atomic diplomacy to extract concessions from Moscow, and the announcement of the Marshall Plan. In contrast to Gaddis. they do not think that American diplomacy was quite so p a~s i v e .~' Mastny agrees with Zubok and Pleshakov that Stalin did not want a Cold War. Yet Mastny stresses that Stalin could not avoid a Cold War because of his paranoia and insecurity." There is an irony here, because Mastny believes that Stalin's foreign policy should be understood in terms of Soviet insecurity; yet Mastny evades the question of whether Western actions did endanger Soviet security or encroach on Soviet sovereignty. At the very outset of his book, Mastny stresses the Kremlin perception of implacable Western hostility. "Whether this was true or not, their constant perception of a threat prevented Soviet leaders from ever feeling sufficiently secure."19 Mastny does not carefully address whether there was or was not a threat, whether the Soviets had reason or not to fear Western actions. Later on in the volume, he provides a marvellous account of the Kremlin's purges in Eastern Europe and notes that they were in part the result of growing confrontational initiatives by the United States, including a host of covert operations in Albania and elsewhere. The looming threat, Mastny writes, "though genuinely perceived, was also deliberately exaggerated."sO And so it was, with devastating repercussions for the peoples of Eastern Europe. Postulating the West's hostility and psychologically unable to assess real from imagined threats, Stalin demanded, says Mastny, a sense of security that could not help but endanger the security of everybody else." Here, Mastny does sound much like Gaddis, and they are joined by Zubok and Pleshakov. The latter two Russian historians write that, notwithstanding Stalin's desire to avoid confrontation, "he managed to draw closer to it with every step." For the explanation, they return to the revolu~tionaryiimperial paradigmi2 WHATUNITES THE WORKS OF Gaddis, Mastny, and Zubok and Pleshakov is their shared view that Stalin's actions made no sense in traditional diplomatic or geopolitical terms. The Kremlin's policies, they stress, reduced Soviet security and invited confrontation. These outcomes, they explain, underscore Stalin's paranoia, his lust for absolute power, and his embrace of the revolutionaryiimperial paradigm.
Yet there are other ways to explain the outcome of Soviet policies. Nations frequently take actions that are designed to enhance their security but that have the opposite effect. Their initiatives endanger the security of others, thereby precipitating reactions that further intensify their own sense of vulnerability. This concept is known as the security dilemma, and is a phenomenon frequently noted by political scientists who study international relations.5"n other words, Soviet actions in eastern Germany and Eastern Europe, though ruthless and counterproductive, might not have been a consequence of Stalin's revolutionary fervor, or an imperiallrevolutionary paradigm, or an inbred, irrational paranoia. They might have been a result of his quest for security.
To explore this alternative explanation, it is necessary to consider how Stalin and his comrades conceived of Soviet security at the end of World War 11. How did they perceive threats and interpret dangers? How did ideology shape their understanding of the lessons of the past, and how did Soviet culture affect the implementation of their strategic requirements?
We now do know that, during the war, Nazi armies destroyed over 1,700 cities and towns and more than 70,000 villages and hamlets. They ransacked the countryside, destroying tens of thousands of collective farms and machine and tractor stations. The Germans demolished over 31,000 industrial enterprises, 1,100 coal pits, and 3,000 oil wells. They stole or slaughtered 17 million head of cattle, 20 million hogs, 27 million sheep and goats, and 7 million horses. The suffering was horrendous. Twenty-seven million people inside the Soviet Union perished during the conflict, many as a result of Stalin's foolish actions and barbarities but even more from Nazi atrocities and battlefield casualties." The legacy of the Great Patriotic War has been an enduring part of the nation's memory.j5 Did it affect Soviet foreign policy? Did it shape the Kremlin's perception of its postwar security requirements?
In Gaddis's volume, Soviet losses during World War I1 are mentioned in a sentence and then passed over. Interestingly, he argues that Pearl Harbor had a lasting impact on U.S. national security policy. At Pearl Harbor, 2,400 Americans died. During the entirety of World War 11, 425,000 American servicemen were killed. It is interesting that, for Gaddis, the Japanese attack left an indelible imprint on postwar American conceptions of national security, but the war apparently had little impact on the Kremlin.50
Other historians have come to different conclusions after looking carefully at the social history of World War 11, the Soviet conception of national security, and the Kremlin's perception of threat. The war years, writes Elena Zubkova, "shaped all of postwar life. Without an understanding of the phenomenon of the war as it entered the flesh and blood of that generation, postwar history and social behavior are incomprehensible. stresses that Stalin rejected a revolutionary agenda: he "put the interests of the Soviet state above those of international revolution." Envisioning a turbulent postwar era in which capitalism might be wracked by crisis and war, Stalin wanted to enhance "Soviet power and security." He sought "to consolidate Soviet territorial gains, establish a Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern Europe, and have a voice in the political fate of Germany and-if possible-of Japan."58 Numerous other scholars have examined the new evidence, seeking to explore whether Stalin sought security or revolution. Of course, it is possible to argue that these were intertwined, as Gaddis sometimes does. But others seem less certain, and claim that the new documents support an interpretation that highlights traditional geopolitical conceptions of security. This orientation is hardly surprising given the fact that almost all Russians viewed World War I1 as a defensive war, a struggle they never anticipated fighting on their own ~o i l .~W l a d i m i r Pechatnov and Aleksei Filitov, for example, analyze Soviet planning for the postwar years that took place during the war itself and conclude that the overriding stress was on state interests and security.6" The documents examined by Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue suggest that from the closing days of World War I1 Stalin's main concern was for "an alliance with China to curb Japan."()' Norman Naimark writes that, notwithstanding all the contradictory impulses in Soviet policy in eastern Germany, the evidence reveals the Kremlin's primary goals prior to mid-1947 to have been "geostrategic and economic." The Soviets wanted reparations and "a German government that would not threaten Soviet security. To these ends, the Soviets were willing to sacrifice the interests of the German Communists and promote those of the 'bourgeois' parties."62
In their excellent collection of essays on Soviet policy toward Europe during the early Cold War, editors Francesca Gori and Silvio Pons conclude that, overall, the "new evidence emerges with regard to the importance of the geostrategic perspective-giving prominence to power politics and to unilateral considerations of security."6"ooking at relations with nations on the Soviet periphery, Sven Holtsmark shows that the fundamental aim of the Soviet Union in Scandinavia was to keep Norway and Denmark out of an Anglo-American sphere. "The pursuit of Soviet offensive strategic objectives in Denmark and Norway gradually gave way to the traditional and basically defensive policy of confining the Western great powers' influence in, and control over, these countries."()With regard to Finland, Jussi Hanhimaki contends that the Kremlin's overriding concern was not to spread ' War, 1943 -1953 (London, 1996 h1 Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, 3. 62 Norman Naimark, "Th'e Soviets and the Christian Democrats: The Challenge of a 'Bourgeois' Party in Eastern Germany, 1945 -1949 ," East European Politics and Societ), 9 (Fall 1995 h"ori and Pons, Soviet Union and Europe in the Cold War. xxii. h4 Sven G. Holtsmark, "The Limits to Soviet Influence: Soviet Diplomats and the Pursuit of communism but "to avoid the possibility that Finland might be used as a springboard for an attack against the Soviet Uni0n."6~ Looking at Iran, Natalia Yegorova sees no evidence that Stalin had plans for the overthrow of the central Iranian government. It appears, she asserts, that American and British attempts to develop Iranian oil resources near the Soviet border really were taken as a threat to Soviet national security interests.6"tudying Stalin's approach to Korea, Kathryn Weathersby writes that his "main concern regarding Korea was to ensure that the peninsula would not become a staging ground for future aggression against the USSR."" 'Stalin continued for the rest of his life to base his policy toward Northeast Asia on the assumption that Japan would rearm and again threaten the security of the USSR.'.6s
But there can be little doubt that, in terms of security, the control of German power was the overriding preoccupation of Soviet officials. As Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze told a group of visitors in 1990, the Soviet Union might have been waging a cold war with the United States for almost forty years, but when his grandchildren played war games, Germany remained the enemy." Not surprisingly, in one of the first efforts to examine systematically the Soviet response to the formation of NATO, Yegorova finds that the Kremlin's defensive posture was overridingly focused on the prospective revival of German rnilitari~m.7This comports with Mastny's tentative conclusion based on circumstantial evidence that initial Soviet contingency plans mostly focused on a "Western attack rather than the initiation of a Soviet attack."71 The revival of German power lingered as an overriding element of Soviet foreign policy. Khrushchev and millions of Soviets, comment Zubok and Pleshakov, believed the German threat must never rise again. The support of the G D R "was first and foremost a strategic imperati~e."~2
In view of this evidence, it is interesting to ponder the significance of a new, prize-winning book by Carolyn Eisenberg. Focusing on U.S. policy toward Germany in the immediate aftermath of World War 11, Eisenberg mobilizes considerable evidence demonstrating that the United States was far from passive. Writing in a mode that resuscitates the power and force of revisionist historiography of the 1960s and 1970s, Eisenberg shows that U.S. plans for the recovery of postwar capitalism depended on the revival of the German economy. The United States, she contends, took all the initiatives that wound up dividing Germany. The United States had to do what it did because it was of utmost importance to integrate the resources of the Ruhr and the Rhineland into their postwar plans for western European renewal. The Kremlin, she suggests, was willing to settle for a neutral, unified Germany, but U.S. officials would not risk the possibility of western Germany slipping out of an American sphere of infl~ence.~" This argument seemingly fits well with the spate of new evidence showing a decisive turning point in the Cold War in mid-1947 as a result of the United States announcing the Marshall Plan. Stalin clearly saw this as a threat because the offer to include his eastern European neighbors as well as the Soviet Union itself portended a Western economic penetration of his sphere of influence as well as a revival of German power. His perception is understandable when one recalls that the number one goal of George Kennan's newly formed Policy Planning Staff in 1947 was to revive coal production in the Ruhr and that the United States and Great Britain moved ahead during that summer to boost the permissible level of German industrial production. Although Stalin previously had talked about the possibility of coordinating the actions of European communists, the American initiatives of 1947 prompted Stalin to establish the Cominform, declare the establishment of two camps, encourage strikes and demonstrations in Western Europe, and clamp down mercilessly in Eastern Europe. 74 Stalin's moves during the first half of 1948 were reactive yet portentous, carefully calibrated yet ultimately counterproductive, just as the security dilemma would postulate. As Stalin maneuvered to support the efforts of his communist minions in Eastern Europe to grab power and as he negotiated a series of bilateral security treaties, his main goal was to consolidate his sphere. In fact, we now know that he stepped back from support of the Greek communists, told the Italian Communist Party not to try to take power, and, after equivocating, settled for a defensive pact with Finland rather than support a communist Throughout, Stalin's focus was on Germany. He sought to thwart Anglo-American efforts to merge the three western zones, create the Federal Republic of Germany, and reform the currency. The Russian historian Michail Narinskii shows how Stalin thought he could intimidate the West to halt its offensive, but Stalin misjudged the determination of the Truman administration. In fact, the coup in Czechoslovakia and the blockade of Berlin prompted Congress to approve the Marshall Plan as well as a significant increase in military appropriations. More important, Stalin's on~inous actions accelerated the negotiations leading to the North Atlantic Treaty. While the airlift of supplies won the loyalty of Berliners for the West, the blockade crippled any realistic prospect Stalin had for luring all of Germany into his orbit. In other words, the Kremlin's attempts to check Western moves and control the future of German power backfired. Feeling threatened and challenged in an area of vital importance, the Americans, British, and French moved directly to enhance their own security. Stalin wavered between options and the Soviet position worsened, but Stalin's goals were neither revolutionary nor his actions incoherent.76
Yet to say that Stalin was acting defensively to enhance the security of his state and his power does ~zotmean that one should negate the influence of MarxistLeninist ideology and Soviet culture. The Truman administration was not intending to threaten Soviet security, but ideological predilections ensured that the Kremlin would see a real threat. And insofar as the recrudescence of German power did constitute a possible long-term threat, Soviet fears were perfectly understandable. Ideological predilections and security concerns intermingled in critically important ways. If Soviet leaders postulated the inevitability of war, as they did, they certainly did not want to see a revived Germany coopted into a Western alliance. Hence Gori and Pons correctly emphasize that, although the new evidence highlights geopolitics, "it does not resolve the specific question of the interaction in Soviet thinking between a geopolitical approach and an ideological vision of the capitalist world-not least, the influence exercised by the doctrine that war was ine~itable."'~ Nor does the stress on geopolitics, power, strategy, and security negate the importance of Soviet culture in the unfolding of Soviet foreign policy. Although evidence mounts that Stalin had no plans to Sovietize or communize postwar eastern Germany or even Eastern Europe, once the Kremlin decided to clamp down it knew no other way to consolidate its power than through repression, oppression, and totalitarian rule. In a superb book on the Soviet occupation of East Germany, Norman Naimark shows how the Soviets gradually established a police state and a command economy in their zone of occupation in Germany, notwithstanding their initial desire to coopt all of Germany through moderate economic policies, coalition building, and support for unification. The Soviets, Naimark writes, "were driven by concrete events in the zone, rather than by preconceived plans or ideological imperatives." They "bolshevized the zone not because there was a plan to do so, but because that was the only way they knew how to organize society."
'"hfichail ihf. Narinskii, "The Soviet Union and the Berlin Crisis, 1948-9," They acted similarly wherever their troops occupied foreign lands and wherever they chose to stay.78 But where they would remain seems to have been very uncertain and contingent on their perception of threat and opportunity as well as on their assessment of prospects for cooperation with the West on terms they could accept. We now do know that most communists in Eastern Europe were uncertain about Soviet intentions. Looking at the new documents relating to Bulgarian-Russian relations, Vesselin Dimitrov emphasizes that Stalin did not want a revolution in Bulgaria. Examining the situation in Hungary, Eric Roman finds not a "shred of evidence" that the Kremlin planned to Sovietize Hungary. Indeed, in eastern Germany, Hungary, Bulgaria, Finland, and Czechoslovakia, local communists, intent on seizing power for themselves, chafed under the constraints imposed by Stalin. The Soviet leader wavered, assessing the chances for perpetuating the wartime alliance and gaining the advantages that would be derived therefrom. When he saw the correlation of forces turning against him as a result of the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, and the Anglo-American initiatives in Germany, his equivocation ended. And when it ended, the dictates of Soviet culture took over with the complicity of indigenous communists. Although they were a minority, they often invited a bargain with the devil, a willingness to betray their nation's national interests in order to gain power and transform society. 79 Norman Naimark and Leonid Gibianskii remind us that it is imperative "to ask why significant elements within these [Eastern European] societies were susceptible to Communist solutions and how the Communist parties were able to transform themselves from underground cadre parties into mass parties with such rapidity." The answer is not one that jibes well with Gaddis's stress on good and evil. The fact remains, continue Naimark and Gibianskii, "that a strikingly large number of voters freely went to the polls in 1945-1946, and elected Comm~nists."~0 Why?
It is easy for us now to forget, but for many contemporaries in 1945, democratic capitalism had not seemed to work. For the prior half-century, it had failed to keep the peace, provide for the material well-being of the masses, and establish the structures for a prosperous international economy. It had failed to reintegrate Germany after World War I and thwart the rise of fascism. It had failed to deal with rumblings of revolutionary nationalism in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America. Although support for communism varied from country to country and was nowhere a majority, faith in democratic capitalism was precarious and shallow. Tellingly, Igor Lukes writes, "many in Czechoslovakia had come to believe that capitalism . . . had become obsolete. Influential intellectuals saw the world emerging from the ashes of the war in black and white terms: here was Auschwitz and there was Stalingrad. The former was a by-product of a crisis in capitalist Europe of the 1930s; the latter stood for the superiority of socialism."8~ Even if some writers are unaware of it today, Western statesmen in 1945 grasped this reality. Referring to the afflicted peoples of Europe and Asia, Assistant Secretary of State Dean Acheson told a Senate committee, "Thcy have suffered so much, and they believe so deeply that governments can take some action which will alleviate their sufferings, that they will demand that the whole business of state control and state interference shall be pushed further and further."82
To grasp the origins of thc Cold War in Europe, it is not sufficient to analyze the structures created, as Gaddis does so effectively, but is necessary to explain the complex motives, diverse intentions, and turbulent circumstances that allowed such structures to evolve as they did. Revisionist scholars writing in the 1960s and 1970s captured many of the ideas, aspirations, fears, and beliefs that prompted U.S.
initiatives around the globe. They demonstrated how eager U.S. officials were to revive the structures of capitalism in Western Europe, how worried they were about communist support in France and Italy, how sensitive they were to the rumblings of revolutionary nationalism in the Third World, and how determined they were to coopt western Germany and Japan for an American-led orbit.sThe new history, while emphasizing the importance of beliefs, seems to gloss over American ideas and the actions they inspired. Gaddis, for example, while advising that historians need to analyze more closely how governments responded to one another's initiatives, usually portrays the United States reacting passively to the revolutionary fervor of communist ideologues or to the more discreet overtures of its own allies.84 Zubok and Pleshakov, while vividly portraying the men in the Kremlin, pay scant attention to what was happening in Washington until they get to their conclusion, when they acknowledge that Western actions were a key variable in explaining the Cold War." The new documents, in other words, can lead historians astray and Diplotnucy (1959 : New York, 1962 Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and tlze Cold W r , 194.5-1966 (New York, 1967) ; Joyce Kolko and Gabriel Kolko, The Linzits of Power. : The World and United States Foreign Policy, 1945 -1954 (New York, 1972 ; Lloyd C. Gardner, Arclzitects of Illusion: Men and Ideas in American Foreign Policy, 1941 -1949 (Chicago, 1970 POST-REVISIONISTS like Geir Lundestad made an important contribution when they stressed that the "empire" created by the United States in Western Europe was made possible by the willingness of host governments to collaborate with the United States in pursuit of their own interest^.^^ Charles Maier has brilliantly shown how "U.S. ascendancy allowed scope for European autonomy."87 But the new temptation to describe U.S. actions in Europe as mainly reactive seems to go beyond the evidence. In his perceptive new book on French foreign policy in the late 1940s, for example, William Hitchcock incisively examines how the French maneuvered to protect their interests despite their ostensible weakness. But does this mean that the French shaped the course of events as frequently as did the Americans, as Gaddis concludes? Or does it mean that the French acted imaginatively and intelligently within the framework set by Washington and London? Hitchcock shows quite conclusively that Washington's and London's determination to boost German industrial production and establish a west German state that would be aligned in an anti-Soviet coalition gave the French no choice but to focus on a viable European framework that would contain and harness German power for France's benefit. France, writes Hitchcock, "was obliged to defer to the American insistence that Germany be resuscitated and mobilized as part of the campaign to promote security and stability in western Europe." The French, in other words, altered their tactics and operated effectively within the confines of the options allowed to them, but the basic parameters were set e l s e~h e r e .~"
It is important to understand intra-alliance relations, and Gaddis makes a unique contribution by demonstrating how the habits of compromise spawned by democratic institutions enabled the United States to run its empire so differently from the way the Kremlin ran t h e i r~.~W u t at the same time, it is equally important to understand that the United States was the hegemon, as Maier stresses, pursued its own interests, as Lundestad acknowledges, and set the agenda leading to the divison of Germany and the restoration of West German sovereignty, as Eisenberg insists. Saki Dockrill addresses the issue of agency succinctly in her book on German rearmament: "However self-defeating were American efforts to force the French to end their procrastination over the issue [of German rearmament], the French and, indeed, the other European allies, were reluctant to antagonize the Americans Lundestad, "Empire by Invitation." S7 Charles Maier, "Alliance and Autonomy: European Identity and U.S. Foreign Policy Objectives in the Truman Years," in Michael J. Lacey, ed., Tile Trl~mnrl Presiderlcy (Cambridge, 1989 Ellrope, 1944 -1954 (Chapel Hill, N.C.. 1998 Kai-shek in 1945 Kai-shek in -1946 confirmed the veracity of these beliefs. In a new volume of Chinese primary source materials, skillfully edited and conveniently translated by Chen Jian and Shu Guang Zhang, document after document illustrates the Chinese Communist frustration, disillusionment, and anger with U.S. assistance to the Nationali~ts.~"'Consideringhow actively the U.S. was supporting the GMD [the Chinese Nationalists]," concedes Michael Sheng, "the CCP certainly had sufficient reasons to hate the Americans."94 Although the Truman administration subsequently curtailed its aid, it did not withdraw its recognition of the Nationalist government. U.S. actions left an indelible imprint, confirming ideological predilections. Michael Hunt writes, perhaps with some exaggeration, "Mao had grounded his postwar strategy on a set of badly flawed assumptions. He began by assuming that he could establish a collaborative link with American officials in China or, as an alternative, open direct contacts with Washington. Both proved wrong." 95 A full account of the Cold War in Asia, especially its expansion to Indochina, must take cognizance of American actions and not dwell solely on Mao's ideological fervor and Stalin's revolutionary romanticism. In writing about the Vietnam War, Gaddis is unsparing in his criticism of U.S. embroilment. But he infuses almost no agency whatsoever into the American side. At one point, he goes so far as to say that "the cold war in Asia developed largely out of i n a d~e r t e n c e . "~~ He pays little attention to the reverse-course strategy adopted by the United States in Japan in 1947-1948, a policy reorientation that placed priority on the recovery of the Japanese economy rather than the reform of Japanese institutions. Many historians have shown how concern for resuscitating the Japanese economy convinced U.S. officials that Japan needed to retain markets and raw materials in Southeast Asia and Korea. These historians demonstrate that efforts to reconstruct, integrate, and coopt the latent power of Japan into an American-led orbit prompted the struggle against revolutionary nationalists in Indochina and elsewhere. But hardly any of this older scholarship, revisionist and post-revisionist, finds its way into recent writi n g~.~7
The new historians of the Cold War tell us something important when they stress the significance of ideas and beliefs. They should follow the logic of their argument and look closely at the beliefs in Washington as well as in Moscow and Beijing. U.S. officials and the American people held powerful beliefs about the superiority of their institutions, culture, and race. They were proud of their wartime achievements yet fearful of the postwar world. The war bequeathed an ominous international system. Astride Eurasia stood the latent power of the Soviet Union. Stalin said he wanted to cooperate, but his actions in Eastern Europe seemed portentous. Recent history, moreover, had taught that totalitarian governments had a strong penchant for expansion. Should Stalin opt for expansion, the possibilities were innumerable. There were vacuums of power in Germany and Japan, civil war in China, revolutionary nationalist uprisings in Indochina and the Dutch East Indies. Britain was nearly bankrupt, and the international economy had been sundered by the autarchic practices spawned by depression and war. Communist parties competed for power in France, Italy, Czechoslovakia, and elsewhere. American officials worried not only about the lessons of Pearl Harbor. They also worried that their own system of liberal capitalism might be endangered if a powerful adversary with a contrasting way of life gained control of the combined resources of Europe and Asia. They worried that Orientals might "embrace ideologies contrary to our own-or ultimately develop a pan-Asiatic movement against the Western world." They knew they could not allow these things to happen. Such beliefs prompted actions; such actions, for good and for bad, figured prominently in the story of the Cold War.9s
We now do know a lot more about the making of foreign policy in the communist world. We now do know that ideas, beliefs, culture, and ideology count. But the question is how much they matter and how they relate to interests, strategy, power, and geopolitics. New documents alone will not answer such a question. We have seen, for example, that the focus on ideology does not necessarily translate into an emphasis on a revolutionary foreign policy, nor does a stress on culture obviate the need to analyze security. Perceptions of threat and opportunity intermingle, as do ideological, material, and cultural considerations. Realists can be ideologues, and ideologues can be realists. Ideology alone does not dictate policy, nor does security. Historians, like political scientists, must abandon their customary binary categories, test new theoretical approaches, and integrate notions of culture and identity with an understanding of political process and political institutions as well as with an examination of material and strategic intereskgg Likewise, it is not enough to examine the making of policy in any one nation. For a long time, scholars did this because they had access only to U.S. archives. But then the British and, gradually, the French opened their records. Now historians are gaining some access to documents in Moscow as well as in Prague, Berlin, Warsaw, and elsewhere. The Chinese, too, have printed and disseminated some records and published valuable memoirs. The Cold War International History Project, located at the Woodrow Wilson International Center in Washington, D.C., along with the National Security Archive have done a remarkable job prodding documents loose, translating some of them, and encouraging discussion of their significance and meaning. While we should rejoice at the new opportunities to examine the foreign policies of Moscow and Beijing, we should not isolate them from the web of interactions that were the product of a dynamic international system. That system spawned multiple threats and opportunities. The Cold War came about as leaders and peoples reacted to their perceptions of threat and opportunity. The United States was not slow to react, nor was the Kremlin. Nor were smaller governments, -interest groups, and revolutionary movements.
Master narratives will soon be outdated if they are too influenced by contemporary fashions. Gaddis's We Now Know resonates with the triumphalism that runs through our contemporary culture, and in many ways it is the scholarly diplomatic counterpart of Francis Fukuyama's The End of Histov.loo Some of this triumphalism is justified: after all, the United States and its allies did win the Cold War; the Soviet Union and its minions did murder tens of millions of people, crush the human spirit, thwart economic progress, and stifle the evolution of civil society. But if we are not careful, the recent collapse of Communism throughout much of the globe and the current popularity of market capitalism may distort historical vision as much as did the Vietnam War. Writing after the end of the Cold War is not such an advantage as Gaddis says it is, if historians forget what the world was like a half-century ago.'Ol Depression, war, and genocide engulfed peoples and nations and set the parameters for international relations in the second half of the twentieth century. What would be good and what would be evil seemed blurred to men and women enveloped by hunger and grief, expelled from their homelands, and yearning for peace, food, housing, and personal security. What would be good and what would be evil seemed uncertain to individuals who had seen colonialism persevere while 99 For insights on how this might be accomplished, see the superb collection of essays edited by Peter Katzenstein, The Czrltzrre of National Secz~rity: ,Vorr?ts crnd Identity irl World Politics (New York. 1996) .
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